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ABSTRACT

A review of the literature indicated that females
may have a tendency towards greater rating extremity
than do males when rating people.

The literature on

gender-role identity suggested that this may reflect a
greater interest on the part of females in the task of
rating people.

This hypothesis was tested by

classifying the sub j ect population into gender-role
catagories using the Bern Sex Role Inventory.

The type

of elements to be rated were manipulated in order to
test for an interaction between gender-identity and
rating extremity.

The data support the hypothesis that

rating extremity reflects meaningfulness of the task to
the sub j ect however, no interaction between gender-role
and element type was found.

There appears to be a

strong rating extremity response bias which generalizes
to other rating tasks and influences the placement of
subjects into gender-role categories on the Bern Sex
Role Inventory.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study is to shed some light on
gender differences in interpersonal judgements;
specifically, the tendency on the part of females to
make more extreme interpersonal judgements.

Much of

the work on rating extremity has been done within the
context of Personal Construct Psychology, thus it will
be neccessary to review the relevent concepts of this
approach and to introduce the research on gender
differences.

Then, a review of the literature

regarding rating extremity will follow as well as a
discussion of how rating extremity applies to
constructs.

A discussion of gender-role identity is

also included, with a focus on possible explanations
for differences in rating extremity.
Personal_Construct_Ps�cholog�
In 1955, George Alexander Kelly published,
Ps�cholog�_of_Personal_Constructs (Kelly,

1955).

Ib�

This

two volume work introduced and defined a new type of
psychology which is concerned with how individuals
perceive and interpret their experiences, particularly
their interactions with others.

Kelly took a

constructivist approach which assumes that the
individual can have no direct knowledge of the world in
which he or she lives.

The individual must therfore
1

2

create a cognitive model of that world which grows out
of his or her experiences and with which he or she
interprets those experiences.
Kelly claimed that the individual operates much as
a scientist does; constantly making observations,
creating models and performing experiments to test
hypotheses.

Unfortunately, the individual who is

untrained in scientific method often does not operate
effectively as a scientist and so draws faulty
conclusions and makes poor experiments.

There are an

infinite number of possible models of the world that we
may create which would adequately explain our
experiences.

Thus, everyone�s construction of reality

is different.

l<elly called this approach "constructive

alternativism 11

•

He was also interested in how individuals
structure their cognitions.

Individuals apply terms or

adjectives to people <or things) according to perceived
similarities and differences.
constructs.

These he called

Constructs and the elements (usually

people) to which they apply make up an organized

system.

Briefly, this was the philosophical and

psychological foundation for the development of Kelly�s
new psychology which became known as Personal Construct
Psychology CPCP>.

3

During the 1950�s the interest of many
psychologists were turning ta cognition as behaviorism
was beginning to wane in North American psychology.
Another area of interest simultaneously expanding was
that of social psychology.

Hence, there was a flourish

of new ideas combining cognition and social psychology
into social-cognitive theories.

Kelly�s PCP was no

small part of that movement.
Th2 major thesis of PCP is that the individual is a
cogn1t1ve being who tries to create a cognitive
r2presentation Gf the world around him or her which
succ2�sfully predicts and explains the events he or she
perceives.

Among the various cognitive representations

of the woild that an individual may have, Kelly and
social psychology in general were particularly
interested in the individual's construction of social
reality.

The individual construer differs from the

scientist in that he or she has far more invested in
his or her construction than does the average
scientist.

A- person's construction of social reality

not only predicts and explains the behaviors of others
with which one interacts; but it also defines one,s
position (or role) in the construction.

In other

words, the identity or self-concept is based on one,s
construction of social reality and this construct of
11

self

11

is used to guide one "' s behavior.

4
Kelly, whose orientation was primarily clinical,
would explore the constructions of a client primarily
by interviewing the client and weeding out the
implications of the client�s behaviors and perceptions
of him or herself and others.

In this way Kelly could

explore the meaning these perceptions and behaviors had
for the client.

Often, Kelly would discover "who" is

the matter with his client rather than

11

what n is the

matter with him or her.
Kelly also developed a rather clever task designed
to gather information on the client�s construction of
social reality·.

Briefly, the task consisted of

eliciting constructs <words or terms the client uses to
describe people) and then applying each construct to
each of a set of elements (people who play a part in
the client�s construction of social reality).

The task

was called the role construct repertory task (RCRT) or
rep. grid for short as it resulted 1n a matrix of
judgments of elements on constructs,

(traditionally the

elements were in columns and the constructs in rows).
Since the introduction of PCP, a number of
developments have taken place.

For the most part,

these developments have involved the creation of new
ways of measuring structural aspects of the RCRT
{Neimeyer,

1985}.

These structural variables are

largely ba=ed on a model which assumes that elements
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can be seen as points in multi-dimensional space; the
dimensions being the constructs.

The inverse is also

possible <Adams-Webber,1970a).
Among the many comparative studies which have been
done within this framework, few have found any
difference5 between males and females.

Ryle (1975)

discovered that female neurotics tend to be better at
inferring the constructions of others than female
controls but male neurotics were poorer at this task
than male controls.

There has also been some evidence

to suggest that females have a larger vocabulary of
constructs than males while others have failed to find
such a difference (Crockett 1965; Warr, 1971).
It has been demonstrated that male subjects tend
to be more self-differentiated than females <Balz,
1986; Carlson,

1971).

Self-differentiation is the

1nt2r-element distance between the self and all other
elements 1n multi-dimensional space as defined by the
cGnstructs (Adams-�ebbe�, 1985).

On the other hand,

when rating elements on bipolar constructs using a
Likert-type scale, females tend to use the ends of the
scale to a greater extent than do males.
Berg_ & Collier,

(Balz, 1986;

1953; Bonarius, 1971; Bm-gatta & Glass,

1961; Hamilton, 1968; Hetherington, 1988; Light, Zax &
Gardiner, 1965; Neimeyer, 1981; Soueif, 1958; Warr,
1971).

6

This raises a question regarding gender
differences.

Why is it that females make mare extreme

inter personal judgments?

This question is of

considerable importance given the fact that Likert
scales are used often in various questionnaires and
tests.

Scales which require self rating or other inter

personal judgments are quite common.

A systematic

tendency on the part of some subjects ta use the ends
of a scale may have subtle influences on their score by
increasing the item variance or standard deviation
which in turn can reduce validity (Loevinger, 1954>.
Concern has been expressed regarding the contamination
of scales due to subject response styles (Cranbach,
1946; 1950; Helmstadter, 1957; Nunally, 1978).
Therefore, if there is a systematic difference in the
way in which gender affects response an these tasks,
psychology as a discipline aught ta be interested in
it, particularly in the area of gender difference
research.

Further, our knowledge of gender differences

and gender idBntity can only be improved by such an
investigation.
Before reviewing the literature on gender
identity, and the characteristics of constructs, the
nature of rating extremity will be examined.

7

Rating_Extremit�
Rating extremity <RE> can be defined in several
ways.

The most common is the distance from the

midpoint of the scale for each item.

RE can be

calculated by subtracting the numerical value of an
item response from the midpoint, the absolute value of
which is the rating extremity for that item.

Thus, on

a seven point scale (1 to 7>, the midpoint would be 4
and a response of 2 would have an extremity of 2 but a
response of 7 would have an extremity of 3.

The rating

extremities can be averaged to obtain a RE score for
each subject.

Alternative methods include simply

counting the number of responses at each pole of the
scale or at the two most extreme alternatives at each
end of the scale.
Several researcher� have examined RE as a response
style.
et al.

Berg

(1953), Berg and Collier (1953),

Zuckerman

<1958), Arthur (1966) and Warr and Coffman

(1970) have found RE to have a high test-retest
reliability, leading Hamilton (1968) to refer to it as
extreme response style.

It has also been found that RE

has a high level of internal consistency.

The results

of these studies lead one to believe that RE is a
consistent response style (Nunally, 1978; Warr &
Coffman, 1970).
(1958), Arthur

However, Berg (1953), Zuckerman et al.
(1966) and Warr and Coffman (1970>, as

8

well as others (Hamilton,

1968), have found mixed

results regarding the generality of RE when comparing
responses on different scales.

While RE is reliable on

a given scale or very similar scales, it does not
generalize well to scales with different content.
Three major approaches have evolved when it comes

to interpreting RE.

First, one might interpret it as a

subject response bias due to its reliability and the
findings by some researchers that it has some level of
generality.

This approach tends to view RE as a

contaminant (as discussed earlier).

A second approach

assumes that RE is a variable which reveals something
about the respondent.

On the other hand, RE can be

understood as an indicator of an interaction between
the respondent and the scale.
With respect to the second approach, there is
ample evidence that RE is a response bias that can tell
us something about our subjects such as the effect of
gender differences discussed earlier .
Hamilton

Moreover,

<196B) reviews research relating RE to

personality traits such as adjustment, authoritariani�m
and dogmatism�

There are also studies showing that

abnormal s�bjects (neurotics and psychotics see also
Ar�hur,
Al.

196�; Warr � Coffman,

1970, and Di�gemans et

1983>, anxious subjects, and subjects with low ra�s

tend to make more extreme judgments than subjects with

9
normal or average ranges (see also Light, Zax &
Gardiner, 1965).

The tendency to make extreme

responses may reflect rigidity, an need for structure
or a need for certainty <Brim & Ho.ff,

1957) or other

pathology (O�Donovan, 1965; Rule, 1975).

Similarly, RE

seems to be related to an intolerance of ambiguity
<Brengelmann, 1958, 1959, 1960a, 1960b).

While these

findings may reveal something about the construing
processes of individuals with certain pathologies or
other traits, they are of limited use in explaining the
gender differences in RE.
Turning to the third approach, RE can also be
interpreted as an indication of the construing
processes o� subjects relative to the elements being
rated <Bonar'""ius,

1971).

Landfield (1965) points out

that Kelly understood constructs to be dichotomous,
meaning that

if

one can apply a construct to an element

one is forced towards using the poles of the construct,
ctherwise the construct is meaningless.

RE reflects

the "meaningfulness·• of the construct for the subject.
Cromwell and Caldwell (1962) have shown that
subjects use more extreme ratings when rating people on
th�ir own (elicited) constructs as opposed to using the
constructs of another person and one�s own constructs
are assumed to be more important to oneself than the
constructs of another .

Landfield (1965, 1967) found

10

similar results when comparing a clients� use of their
own constructs to the use of the therapist ? s
constructs.

He also found that subjects, when asked to

rank constructs according to importance in describing
people, will rank their own constructs more highly than
those of the therapist.

Further, highly ranked

constructs are rated more extremely than those
considered less important.

Mitsos (1961) has also

found that subjects use more extreme ratings when using
adjective scales which they had selected as being
personally meaningful.
Adams-Webber and Benjafield (1973) asked subjects
to rank order twelve supplied constructs on the basis
of their perceived "usefulness for describing people".
They

found that the more highly subjects ranked a

construct, the more extremely they rated themselves and
other-s on it.
Bender (1969, quoted in Bender, 1974) has shown
that constructs whiih a�e most resistant to change and
therefore central to the subject�s construct system,
are rated most extremely.

Thus, we may conclude that

subjects find their own personal constructs to be more
meaningful than those of another and that
meaningfulness is reflected in the extent to which
subjects use the poles of the constructs <Adams-Webber,
1970b,

1979; Landfield, 1967).
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Alternatively, RE may be interpreted as an
indication of the meaningfulness or importance of the
element being rated.

Elements which are most important

to the subject or which are central to the rep. grid
tend to be rated more extremely' <Neimeyer &
Zaken-Greenberg,
1970).

1988; McCoy,

1983; Warr & Coffman,

Hetherington (1988) has shown that RE is

related to familiarity with the element (see also
Cromwell & Caldwell, 1962) and reflects the extent to
which the subject is sure of the response (see also
Brengelmann,

1959).

The situation with elements is very similar to
the constructs, with RE being an indication of the
meaningfulness of the application of a specific
construct to the specific element.

Warr and Coffman

<1970> point out that RE is an indication of the
subject"s "level of involvement" in the task.

Level of

involvement is defined as both construct relevance and
s imulus importance.
This approach seems reasonable.

The act of rating

involves judging the extent to which a construct
applies to an element (Slater, 1969), thus bath are
relevant.

Further, we would expect there to be a

relationship between the subject's involvement in the
rating task and the importance of the elements to the
subject as well as the meaningfulness of the constructs
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which apply ta the elements <Adams-Webber,

1970>,

particularly if the constructs are elicited from the
subject based on comparisons of the elements.

It would

be absurd to imagine a subject for whom his or her
constructs which apply to people are important but
people are not.

The inverse is equally absurd.

So far, the literature regarding RE has been
reviewed, much of which suggests that RE indicates the
extent to which a subject percieves the task of rating
a given element on a construct meaningful.

At this

point, a further exploration into the concept of
"meaning" is warr-anted.
What makes a construct, or an element, meaningful?
-What is meant when a construct or element is said to be
meaningful, important, familiar-, central or resistant
to change?

Kelly (1955) claimed that the meaning of a

construct is given by its relationship with other
constructs, the implications of applying the construct
to an element.

For example, if a subject considers

"honesty" to be an impor-tant construct, it will tend to
be closely tied to several other constructs such as
trustworthy, intelligent and so on.

The construct will

apply to important elements including the self, so that
it will be important for the subject to be honest and
that those close to him are honest.

If he or she were

to discover that someone who was thought to be honest
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was capable of a dishonest act, this would cause the
subject to rethink that element�s position on several
constructs.
There are several ways in which a construct can be
said to have implications.

First, constructs and

elements exist in a cognitive system in which all the
parts stand in some relationship to all the others.

If

the relationships are strong, the implications many,
the system is said to be "tight", if constructs and
elements exist with weak relationships to other
constructs and elements, the system is "loose" <Kelly,
1955)

Lemon and War�en (1974) have taken this approach.
They claim that meaning can be defined as the
"implicative potential" and this potential is reflected
in RE.

Thus, RE indirectly reflects meaningfulness.

The level of tightness or looseness can be assessed
from the rep. grid using Bieri�s (1955) analysis.
While several terms are used to describe this variable,
it shall be referred to here as integration.
Basically, this is a calculation of the shared variance
of constructs in a given individual�s construct system.
Thus, a construct system whose constructs have a high
degree of shared variance is said to be highly
integrated.

The opposite of integration is

differentiation.

This term refers to the extent to
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which a subject differentiates constructs.

A construct

is said to be differentiated from another if they are
applied to elements in an unrelated fashion.
The reader will recall that a construct�s
relationship to other constructs determines its
meaning.

Integration provides a measure, independant

of RE, with which to assess meaning.
Characteristics_of_Constructs
Bieri�s measure of integration is the most popular
method of measuring the degree of "tightness" or number
of implications in a construct system.

However,

implications can be conceptualized in a number of
different ways.

A brief review of these measures

follows.
Integration is most often calculated on the
constructs of the grid but the degree of
differentiation of the elements can also be assessed.
As Kelly (1955) theorized, the level of differentiation
is a property of the grid or construct system as a
whole, and differentiation of constructs is equivalent
to differentiation of elements (Adams-Webber,

1970).

Integration has been found to increase as the subject
becomes more familiar with the elements and learning
takes place (Adams-Webber & Mire,

1976>.

The construct

system moves from differentiated in a situation in
which the subject has little knowledge or familiarity
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with the elements, to integrated as the subject gains
information, constructs and imposes organization on the
system.
Constructs are also hierarchically organized.
Thus, some are superordinate while others are
subordinate (Kelly,

1955).

A construct is said to be

superordinate to another if a change in one construct
implies a change in another construct.

Thus, the

superordinate constructs are those with the greatest
number of implications and are said to be central to
the construct system and are most resistant to change
(Hinkle,

1965 in Adams-Webber,

Smith & Leach,

1972).

1979; Fransella,

1972;

Superordinate constructs tend to

be the first elicited.
Finally, the grid can be factor analyzed to
discover which constructs account for the greatest
amount of variation in the grid <Ryle,

1975).

are the superordinate or central constructs.
elements,

These
There are

particularly the sel�, around which other

elements cluster and subordinate elements are placed in
the grid by their similarity or difference from these
superordinate elements.
In this way some constructs and elements have a
greater number of implications for the grid as a whole.
These constructs and elements are said to be mare

16

meaningful and we would expect that they would be rated
more extremely than others.
Returning to the gender differences, perhaps we
might suspect that females are more involved in the
process of construing others, relative to males.

Thus,

both the elements and the constructs are more
meaningful to them.

This would explain the tendency

towards more extreme interpersonal judgments on the
part of females.

If so, we would expect a relationship

between RE and integration which has in fact been found
(Balz,

1986) but there is no evidence of a significant

difference between males and females on integration.
In order to explore this possibility, it will be
necessary to look at gender-role identity.
Gender-Role_Identit�
Gender-role refers to the behaviors or traits
which an individual feels is appropriate for his or her
gender .

These attitudes develop through the process of

socialization.

Traditionally, society has prescribed

different behaviors for members of each sex. These
attitudes are internalized so that they make up a
central part of the individual's very identity.

Thus,

by virtue of being born male or female, one is to some
extent socially pressured to be masculine or feminine
both in behavior and the way in which one thinks about
uneself.

17

The question still remains, "How can gender
identity explain differences in rating e�{tremity?"

A

closer look at gender differences is needed to answer
this question.

Bakan

(1966) suggested that human

functioning can be divided into two types, "agency" and
"communion".

Agency was understood to be the more

masculine principle and communion the more feminine
principle.

Note the similarity to the Yin and Yang

philosophies of China.

Agency tends towards self

protection, expansion, separation and assertion while
communion tends to contact, openess, union and relation
to others ..
Carlson (1971) took this distinction and
demonstrated that males tend to see the self in
individualistic terms and others in objective
(classifying) terms while females tend to see
themselves in terms of interpersonal relatedness and
others in subjective, interpretive terms.

Males report

more affective arousal centering on agentic themes
whi 1 e women ex.press more affective arousal in communal
themes.

Males also differentiate themselves from other

elements in the rep. grid to a greater extent than
femal_es (Balz ., 1986; Carlson, 1971).

Carlson concludes

that females excel at communicative abilities, are more
accepting, cooperative, concerned with interpersonal
relationships and emotionally expressive.

Males are
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better at spatial and quantitative abilities, are more
independent, competitive and more inhibited in
expression of affect.
Women appear to be more other-oriented, towards an
inclusion of the self with others.

"Women value

alternative modes of functioning that focus on
interconnectedness and expressiveness''

(Minton, 1988).

Women show greater social competence and are more
attentive to social stimuli as part of their social
or-ientation.

Paralleling the agency-communion

distinction, other-s (Volentine & Brodsky,
& Bales,

1983; Par-sons

1955) use the ter-ms instrumentality

(independence, self-reliance and assertiveness) and
e�pressiveness (communication, empathy).
Sampson (1988) claims that all cultures exhibit a
type of individualism, a recognition of the individual,
but the degree of distinction between the self and the
non-self differ-s across cultures.

The American

emphasis is on a firm self/non-self boundary, per-sonal
control and exclusion of the other; hence the dominance
of male values such as agency.

Other cultures see less

of a distinction between individuals, are more
inclu�ive and do not emphasize personal control.
Sampson suggests that this is compatible with
Gilligan�s (1982) hypothesis that women understand the
world in terms of connections and personal
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relationships.

Women tend to see themselves as part of

the social context and in fact may define themselves in
terms of their relationships while men identify
themselves with their actions and must maintain a
relationship of agency with the non-self in order to
maintain their identity.
The literature on gender-role identity is
compatible with an explanation of gender differences in

RE and self differentiation based on a greater interest
in others and level of social involvement on the part
of women.

Women, who as a group tend to be more

communal, may thus define themselves in terms of their
relationships and are socialized to value interpersonal
functioning to a greater extent than males.

Males are

more agentic and distance themselves from others by
objectifying interpersonal judgements.

"A person who

habitually functions at an emotional distance from
others tends to rate others in the center of provided
and more culturally based construct dimensions.

He

also may tend to rate others in the center of his own
elicited Personal Construct dimensions." (Landfield,
1968).

Hence, women are more likely to find the task

of ra�ing people on constructs more meaningful than men
would.

20
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The literature reviewed here suggests that RE is a
reflection of the extent to which subjects find the
task of rating elements on constructs meaningful.
Before we consider the role of gender-identity in
subjects' judgements of people, we ought to test this
assumption.
(1)

Therefore, it is hypothesized that:

Rating extremity covaries with the extent to which

individuals find the task of rating the elements on the
constructs meaningful.
While the term "meaningful" has been used in more
than one way, these definitions are not incompatible.
There are several ways of measuring meaningfulness.
Thus, the following corollaries can be derived from
hypothesis (1):
(a)

Individuals will make more extreme judgements when

rating elements on elicited constructs as opposed to
supplied constructs.
(b)

The degree to whic� individuals make extreme

judgements will covary with the degree of integration
the individuals show regarding the elements being
rated.

(c)

!ndependent measures of interest or familiarity

with the elements being rated will predict the extent
to which individuals make extreme judgements when
rating those elements.
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(d)

To the extent that individuals differentiate

themselves from others, they will make more extreme
judgements of others.
Corollary (d) is based on the assumption that
individuals who see themselves as being different from
others will find the_ task of rating people more
meaningful than an individual who sees less differences
between people.

If an individual makes fewer

distinctions between the elements, he or she requires
less of the scale to rate the elements.
The second hypothesis involves the suggestion that
women tend to be more socially involved and more
interested in others than men.

Thus they would be more

involved in the task of rating others, which would
explain the findings that women make more extreme
Judgements.

Of course, it is not gender so much as

gender-identity (the extent to which we have been
socialized into a gender-role) that would be expected
to influence the extent to which a person makes extreme
judgements.
<2>

Therefore, it is hypothesized that:

The extent to which individuals make extreme

judgements will be determined by the interaction of the
subJects� gender-identity and the elements being
judged.
The following corollaries can be derived from the
second hypothesis:
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(a)

Feminine individuals will tend to make more

extreme judgements than masculine individuals when
rating an element which society deems is of greater
interest to females than males.
(b)

Masculine individuals will tend to make more

extreme judgements than feminine individuals when
rating an element which society deems is of greater
interest to males than females.
Hypothesis (2) and its corollaries apply to both
elicited and supplied constructs.

One difficulty in

using elicited constructs in research is that they
differ from person to person.

Therefore, any

differences in how those constructs are applied to the
elements may be due in part to differences in the
constructs themselves.

Thus, supplied constructs can

be used as an experimental control by using the same
supplied constructs for all individuals.
Hypothesis (2) predicts an interaction between
gender-identity and element type based on differential
interest in the elements.

This interest ought to be

reflected in the RE regardless of the source of the
construct.

However, the effect of interest in the

element on RE may be more pronounced in the case of
elicited constructs.

As subjects become more familiar

with a class of elements, they develop more integrated
and specific constructs to apply to those elements.

23

Thus, there is more opportunity for greater integration
and "meaningfulness" of elicited constructs than
supplied constructs.

CHAPTER II
METHOD

Subjects were 50 (25 male and 25 female>
Introductory Psychology students enrolled at the
University of Windsor.

Students were volunteers given

a choice among research projects in which to
participate.

Data collection occured individually over

a four week period.

Omnigrid
This section presents the reader with the method
used to collest rep. grid data.

The traditional method

of administering a Role Construct Repertory Test (RCRT>
involves making up cards on which are printed the names
of elements which are of importance to the subject.
This usually includes family members, friends,
co-workers, romantic interest and so on.

The cards are

then presented in groups of three to the subject who
must decide how two of the elements are similar and the
third different.

This process elicits bipolar

constructs.
Once the constructs are elicited, the subject is
asked to sort the cards into two piles.

One pile is

the elements to which the positive pole of a construct
apply while the other pile belongs to the negative pole
24
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of the construct.

In this way a dichotomous Judgment

is made for each element on that construct.

The

process is repeated for each construct.
Variations of the technique include having the
subject rank order the elements on each construct and
rating each element on each construct using a Likert
type scale.

Unipolar constructs may also be used

instead of bipolar constructs.
Administering the RCRT is rather time consuming,
particularly if a fairly large number of constructs and
elements are used.

Furthermore, the statistical

analysis of the grid data can take hours for just one
subject if one wishes to do an extensive analysis.
Over the years, various computer programs have been
created in order to administer grids and/or analyze
grid data.

However, these programs are limited in

their applications because they can make use of only a
small number of the possible variations of the rep.
grid (see Shaw,

1980; 1981 for a review>.

Recently, a computer program called OMNIGRID has
been developed for use with an Apple II micro computer
<Mitterer & Adams-Webber, 1987).

This program is

capable of administering, recording and analyzing any
of several variations of the RCRT.

The program reduces

the administration time considerably.

The grid data

are stored directly on a disk and can be analyzed by
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the program in mere minutes.

Hence, comprehensive

studies using the RCRT are now much more feasible.

Bem Sex Role Inventory
In order to test the hypotheses of this thesis, it
will be neccessary to assess subjects based on their
gender-role identity.

The Bern Sex Role Inventory

<BSRI) provides a tool for such an assessment.
Therefore, a brief discussion of the BSRI is in order.
In 1974, a revolution occurred in the study of
gender-roles.

Sandra Bern (1974) proposed

that

masculinity and femininity were not apposite poles an a
continuum of gender identity; rather, masculinity and
feminity are separate dimensions of personality.

In

order to demonstrate this theory Bern (1974) compiled a
list of personality characteristics and behaviars that
were rated as socially appropriate for males and
females.

In administering the scale, respondents rate

the extent ta which each characteristic applies to
themselves an a seven paint scale.

Thus a subject can

be assigned bath a masculinity <M> and a femininity <F>
scare.
Bern found no significant correlation between the M
and F -sub-scales, suggesting that masculinity and
femininity should be thought of as separate
characteristics rather than apposite poles of a single
trait.

Spence et al.

(1975) created a smilar test
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using two separate M and F scales and actually found a
positive correlation between M and F, supporting Bem's
hypothesis that both traits can exist in one
individual.
Bem (1974) also introduced the androgyny score,
the student's T ratio for the difference between a
subject's score on the M and F scales.

Androgyny can

also be calculated by simply subtracting the M from the
F score, a score of high absolute value indicating a
high degree of sex-role stereotyping and a modest score
representing androgyny.

It should be noted that Bem

controlled for social desirability by including a
sub-scale to measure this and checking for correlations
with the other sub-scales.
Bem (1975) did further research to show that
androgynous subjects are able to exhibit a greater
range of behaviors in different situations.

For

example, highly masculine subjects were less likely
than feminine or androgynous subjects to play with a
kitten when left alone in a room with it.

Playing with

a kitten could be considered "feminine" and thus is
avoided by masculine subjects.

Similarly, feminine

subjects are said to avoid masculine behaviors, but the
androgynous subject is free to engage in whatever
behavior seems appropriate at the time.

Androgyny is

also positively related to self-esteem and is suggested
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to be indicative of healthy adjustment (Spence et al.,
1975).
Spence et al.

(1975) introduced an improved method

of scoring their own scale.

The median score for each

sub-scale is calculated and the subjects classified
into four categories.

The masculine subjects are those

with M scores above the median for the subject pool and
F sub-scale scores below the median.
have scores in the reverse pattern.

Feminine subjects
Androgynous

subjects score high on both sub-scales while
undifferentiated subjects score low on both sub-scales.
Later, Bern (1977) followed suit and suggested using
this method in the scoring of the Bern Sex Role
Inventory <BSRI>.
Other gender identity tests have been developed,
most importantly by Spence et al.

(1975) but are very

similar to Bern's in design if not in actual subject
scores.

The BSRI is known to be more reliable and less

contaminated by the effects of social desirability
based on data provided by Bem (1974) and Spence et al.
(1975).

Furthermore, the BSRI has been used in many

subsequent studies and as such is very well researched.
The BSRI is a useful tool with which gender-identity
can be assessed.

Using this tool, the relationship

between gender or gender-identity and rep. grid
variables can be explored.
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The version of the Bem Sex Role Inventory used in
this study is presented in Appendix A.

A scoring key

is added.

Social Avoidance and Distress Scale
In addition to the BSRI, the Social Avoidance and
Distress Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969) was administered
to subjects in order to assess their attitudes and
behaviors in social situations.

In this way, the

relationship between interest and familiarity with
elements and rating extremity in the rep. grid can be
examined.
The Social Avoidance and Distress Scale (SAD> was
developed by Waston and Friend (1969) to measure
anxiety experienced in social situations.

This scale

uses a true-false format with half of the twenty-eight
items being keyed true for the presence of the trait
while the other half are keyed false.

The SAD is

presented in Appendix B, with a scoring key included.
The items were selected using an empirical test
construction method to control for social desirability
and ensure homogeneity.

The scale also shows good

test-retest reliability.
One drawback of the SAD is that the scores tend to
be skewed so that few subjects show a level of
avoidance and distress near the top end of the scale.
This is useful if one is trying to discriminate between

30
subjects with this trait but is less desirable if one
wishes to study a normal population.

Nonetheless,

there is enough range in the scores of normals to make
this possible.
In addition to correlating negatively with scales
measuring affiliation, the scale does predict social
avoidance behavior.

Another interesting aspect of the

SAD is that males score higher than females, indicating
a greater tendency towards social avoidance on the part

of males.
Two other questionnaires were included.

These

were designed by the author in order to assess
subjects' familiarity and interest in cities and towns,
and automobiles.

Cities provide an element which was

expected to be neutral, that is, there should be no
difference in the meaningfulness of these elements
across gender or gender-role.

On the other hand, cars

are traditionally of masculine interest.

Each

questionnaire consists 6f ten true or false items along
with a singe Likert scale at the end.

These scales and

their scoring keys are presented in Appendix C and D.
Procedure
OMNIGRID <Mitterer & Adams-Webber,

1987) was used

with an Apple IIe microcomputer to administer three
modified versions of the repertory grid (Kelly,

1955).
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The first grid consisted of ten elements which fit
each of the following ten roles:
Element 1
Element 2
Element �
Element 4
Element 5
Element 6
Element 7
Element 8
Element 9
Element 10

Mother
Father
Girlfriend/Boyfriend/Spouse
Best friend of the same sex as yourself
Best friend of the opposite sex
Favorite teacher/boss
Most disliked teacher/boss
Person you most admire
Person you most dislike
Yourself (use initials)

Subjects were required to supply the element name and
identify the gender of the element before the next role
description was given.

The roles were presented in the

order given above.
The subjects were then presented with triads
consisting of three element names.

A standard

randomized order was presented to all subjects.
Subjects were required to provide a construct which is
shared by two of the elements in the triad.

They were

then be asked to provide the opposite of the construct,
and to identify which of the two poles is most
positive.

In this way, eight bipolar constructs were

elicited.
The subjects were presented with both poles of the
const�uct and required to rate each element on the
construct on a seven point scale from -3 to 3 including
zero.

The subject rated each element in the order of
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elicitation before the next construct was presented.
Constructs were presented in order of elicitation.
Two other grids were administered in the same way
with the following exception.

For the second grid the

elements consisted of cities.

Subjects were asked to

supply the names of ten cities or towns which they have
been to or feel they are familiar with, in descending
order of familiarity.

For the third grid, subjects

were asked to provide the names of ten family members
or acquaintances who own automobiles.

The element

names indicated possession by the owner as in "Father�s
car".
For each of the grids, an additional eight
supplied constructs were included in order to control
for the differences that may occur due to the
elicitation of different constructs. The supplied
constructs were as follows:
Fair/Unfair
Pleasant/Unpleasant
Generous/Mean
Strong/Weak
Bold/Timid
Rugged/Delicate
Hard/Soft
Active/Passive
(from Warr and Coffman,

1970)

Subjects were then required to complete the series
of scales which are provided in Appendix A through D.
The first was the Bern Sex Role Inventory (Bern,

1974).

The BSRI was administered after the grids so as not to
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interfere with the construct elicitation procedure.
Following the BSRI, the SAD and the two scales
assessing interest in cities and cars were
administered.
All data were coded with a subject number to
maintain confidentiality.

After data collection,

subjects were debriefed regarding the nature of the
study.

�N

CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Before the actual results are presented, it is
neccessary to discuss how the grid data were analysed
in order to obtain variable scores for each subject.
In addition, the scoring of the questionaire scales
will be discussed.

Following this, the data regarding

Hypothesis <1>, the extent to which rating extremity
(RE) covaries with

11

meaningfulness 11 will be examined.

In order to test the second hypothesis, two-way ANOVAs
for repeated measures were performed on the RE data to
test for the effects of gender and element type
(people, cities and cars) on RE.

Then, a similar set

of analyses in which subjects are classified by
gender-role instead of gender will be presented.
All variables were tested for significant
differences between genders and between genderidentities.

These results are presented in Appendix E.

Scoring_the_Data
OMNIGRID was used to calculate the integration of
constructs <Bieri, 1955), using Fransella�s <1966)
formula for rating grids.

Integration is the degree to

which constructs share variance in their application to
elements and as such it is the opposite of construct
differentiation.

Thus a low score indicates a high

degree of differentiation while a high score indicates
34
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a lack of differentiation.

OMNIGRID was also used to

calculate self-differentiation (Space & Cromwell,

1980)

and total rating extremity <RE) for elicited and
supplied constructs for each grid.

RE is calculated as

the absolute deviation from the midpoint of the scale
<Mitterer & Adams-Webber,

1987).

In order to calculate construct integration, it
was neccessary to use only elicited constructs due to a
lack of variance in rating elements on supplied
constructs on the part of some subjects.

That is to

say, some subjects rated all elements with a "one" or a
"zero" on some supplied constructs.
Scoring the Bern Sex Role Inventory <BSRI) produces
a masculinity score and a femininity score for each
subject.

Gender identity was scored using the

median-split method <Spence et al.,

1975; Bern, 1977>,

in which the median for masculinity and the median for
femininity is used to determine the subject�s placement
in one of four categories: Masculine, Feminine,
Androgynous and Undifferentiated. Subjects scoring
above the median in both M and F scales are classified
androgynous, those below the median on both scales are
undi�ferentiated and those above the median on one
scale but below on the other are classified as
masculine or feminine.
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The breakdown of the 25 males and 25 females into
gender-role catagories was pretty much as expected.
There were eleven subjects classed as androgynous, five
females and six males.

Of the fourteen feminine

subjects, only one was male.

Three of the fourteen

masculine subjects were female.

Finally, eleven

subjects were classed as undifferentiated; four females
and seven males.
The BSRI was also scored for rating extremity,
using the same method as in the repertory grids.

The

BSRI uses a Likert scale of one to seven, thus the
midpoint is four and the distance of each rating from
this point must be calculated and averaged for each
subject.
The Social Avoidance and Distress Scale (SAD> was
scored with a reverse scoring key.
are ordinarily keyed
versa.

1

1

The answers which

True 11 were keyed false and vice

This was done so that a high score would

indicate a lack of social anxiety and avoidance, making
it compatable with the other scales being used here and
easier to interpret in this context.

This does not

change the properties of the scale as it is only a
linear transformation of the scores.

The true and

false scales were scored by simply counting the matches
ta the scoring keys.
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At the end of the questionnaire sections dealing

with cities and cars, there is a Likert scale included.
The responses to the Likert scale were recorded
separately.
Tests_of_H�Qothesis_l
The RE scores were compared for differences
between elicited and supplied constructs using the
Student�s t-test for dependent samples for each of the
element types.

For each of the grids, the elements

were rated more extremely on elicited constructs than

on supplied constucts <p<.001 for each grid>.
results are presented in Table 1.

These

Subjects made more

extreme judgements using their own constructs than when
rating elements on supplied constructs.
(a) of hypothesis Cl) was upheld.

Thus corollary

These results

replicate earlier findings by Cromwell and Caldwell
(1962>, Landfield (1965, 1967) and are in agreement
with numerous other studies discussed earlier.

The

correlations (see Table 1) between the elicited and
supplied constructs were r =.812, r =.746 and r =.579
<p<.001 each) for the people grid, city grid and car
grid respectively •
. The correlation between integration and RE was
assessed for each grid in order to test corollary (b).
These results are presented in Table 2.

For the people

grid, the correlation between RE using elicited
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constructs and integration was r =.633 while for
supplied constructs it was r = .533 <p<.001 each).

For

the city grid, the correlation between RE on elicited
constructs and integration was r = .336 <p<.05) while for
supplied constructs it was r =.283 <p<.05).

However,

for the car grid, the correlations between RE on
elicited and supplied constructs and integration were
not significant.

Thus corollary (b) which predicts a

positive correlation between integration and RE is
upheld for only two of the three element types.
Corollary <c> predicts a positive relationship
between RE and independent measures of interest and
familiarity with the elements being rated.

No

significant correlations were found between any of the
independent scales and the RE scores on the elements to
which the scales apply (Table 2), indicating that the
questionnaires were poor predictors of RE.
is no support for corollary <c>.

Thus there

This is despite some

internal consistency in the questionaires. The two
parts of the "Familiarity With Cities" and "Familiarity
With Cars" questionnaire correlated with each other
(r=.410, p<.01; and r = .632, p<.001).

_ Corollary (d') of the first hypothesis predicts a
positive correlation between self-differentiation and
RE.

The correlations are given in Table 2.

While the

correlation between self-differentiation and RE on
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Table 1
COMPARISON OF RATING EXTREMITY FOR ELICITED AND
SUPPLIED CONSTRUCTS
With People as Elements
Mean responses (Standard deviation)
Elicited Constructs
Supplied Constructs

15.694 (2.782)
14.618 (2.850)

Summary of Statistics for Dependent Samples

-------------------------------------------------------

t Ratio
(df=49)
Pearson r between variables

4.401
0.812

*
*

With Cities as El•ments
Mean responses
Elicited Constructs
Supplied Constructs

15.404 (2.690)
13.014 (2.889)

Summary of Statistics for Dependent Samples
(df=49)
t Ratio
Pearson r between variables

8.471
0.746

*
*

With Cars as Elements
Mean responses
Elicited Constructs
Supplied Constructs

15.846 (2.908)
13.152 (3.420)

Summary of Statistics for Dependent Samples
(df=49)
t Ratio
Pearson r between variables

N=50
* p<.001

6.480
0.579

*
*
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Tabla 2

CORRELATIONS OF GRID VARIABLES FROM EACH GRID,
INCLUDING INDEPENDENT SCALES
Variables from the Grid Using People as Elements

Integration
Self Differentiation
Rating Extremity <BSRI)
SAD Scale

Rating
Extremity,
Elicited
Constructs

Rating
E�<tremity,
Supplied
Constructs

0.633 ***
0.199
0.368
0.146

0.533 ***
0.353 *
0.374
0.160

**

**

Variables from the Grid Using Cities as Elements

Integration
Rating Extremity <BSRI>
Scale 1
Scale 2

Rating
Extremity,
Elicited
Constructs

Rating
Extremity,
Supplied
Constructs

0.336 t
0.327 t
0.101
0.085

0.283 t
0.326 *
0.000
0.091

Variables from the Grid Using Cars as Elements

Integration
Rating Extremity <BSRI>
Scale 1
Scale 2
N

*

= 50

p
** p
*** p

<
<
<

.05
.01
.001

Rating
E�< tremi ty,
Elicited
Constructs

Rating
Extremity,
Supplied
Constructs

0.062
0.319*
o. 107
-0.120

0.118
0.350*
0.127
0.014
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elicited constructs is not significant, there is a
correlation of r =.353 (p<.05) between RE on supplied
constructs and self-differentiation.

This result

indicates that there is a tendency for subjects who see
themselves as being different from others to make more
extreme judgements using supplied constructs.
Unfortunately the correlation is significant only for
supplied constructs, thus corollary (d) is not fully
confirmed.
Tests_of_H�Qothesis_2
The literature concerning gender differences in RE
and other grid variables tends to compare males and
females rather than masculine and feminine subjects
(gender as opposed to gender-identity)

Therefore,

before the data which is directly relavent to
Hypothesis (2) is presented, the data regarding gender
will be reviewed.

Two-way ANOVAs for repeated measures

were performed using gender and element type as
independant variables to test for significant
differences in RE.

These results are reported in

Tables 3 and 4.
Contrary to expectations, the ANOVA performed on
RE on elicited constructs yielded no significant main
effects of gender or element type (people, cities or
cars>, nor any interactions (Table 3).
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TAbla 3

RATING EXTREMITY FOR ELICITED CONSTRUCTS WITH SUBJECTS
GROUPED BY GENDER
Mean responses <Standard deviation>
People

Cities

Cars

Mean
across
elements

Female

16.0
(2.8)

15.9
(3.1 >

16.0
(3.7)

15.9

Male

15.4
(2.8)

14.9
(2.1)

15.7
(2.0)

15.3

Mean

15.7

15.4

15.8

Summary of the Analysis of Variance

-----------------------------------------------------F
Source of variation
df
MS
p

-----------------------------------------------------Gender
Within Groups
Element Type
Interaction
Error

1
48
2
2
96

13.14
15.58
I""\
L

•

C"�
�.L.

1.73
3.99

0.84
0.63
0.43
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TAbl• 4

RATING EXTREMITY FOR SUPPLIED CONSTRUCTS WITH SUBJECTS
GROUPED BY GENDER
Mean responses <Standard deviations>
People

Cities

Cars

Mean
across
elements

Female

15.3
(3. 1 >

13.3
(3.7)

13.4
(3.7)

14.0

Male

14.0
(2.5)

12.3
(1.6)

12.9
(3.2)

13. 1

Mean

14.6

12.8

13.1

Summary of the Analysis of Variance

----------------------------------------------------df
MS
F
p
-----------------------------------------------------Source of variation

Gender
Within Groups
Element Type
Interaction
Error

1
48
2
2
96

31.92
20.68
45.98
1.57
3.38

1.54
13.59
0.46

<.01
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However, there was a significant main effect for
the element type in the ANOVA performed on the RE for
supplied constructs <F=13.59; df=2,48; p<.01) <Table
4).

The mean RE for supplied constructs is higher in

the people grid than in the other two; subjects tended
to make more extreme ratings using the supplied
constructs when applying them to people than when
applying them to cities or cars.

There was no

significant main effect for gender, nor were there any
significant interactions.
Hypothesis (2) predicts that RE will be influenced
by both gender-identity and element type and an
interaction between these independant variables will
occur.

In order to test Hypothesis (2) and its

corollaries, two-way ANOVAs for repeated measures were
also done to test for significant differences in RE
using gender indentity (from the BSRI) and element type
as independant variables.

These results are reported

in Table 5 for elicited constructs and Table 6 for
supplied constructs.
There was a significant <F=3.21; df=3,46; p<.05)
main effect for gender identity in the RE for elicited
constructs <Table 5).

Feminine subjects tend to rate

most extremely when using their own constructs while
undifferentiated subjects rate less extremely.
Masculine and androgynous subjects are in the middle
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Table 5

RATING EXTREMITY FOR ELICITED CONSTRUCTS WITH SUBJECTS
GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses

Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated
Mean

People

Cities

Cars

Mean
across
elements

16.3
16.8
15.4
14.0
15.6

15.3
16.4
15.9
13.5
15.3

15.9
17.0
15.5
14.8
15.8

15.8
16.7
15.6
14.1

Summary of the Analysis of Variance

-----------------------------------------------------F
df
MS
p
------------------------------------ -----------------

Source of variation
Gender Identity
Within Groups
Element Type
Interaction
Error

3
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r"'\

.,;::,.

6
92

44.07
13.71
3.17
2.67
4.03

3.21
0.78
0.66

<.05
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Tabla 6

RATING EXTREMITY FOR SUPPLIED CONSTRUCTS WITH SUBJECTS
GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses

Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated
Mean

People

Cities

Cars

Mean
across
elements

15.4
15.7
14.3
12.0
14.3

14.3
13.7
12.3
11.7
13.0

14.9
13.2
13.1
11.5
13.2

14.9
14.2
13.2
11.7

Summary of the Analysis of Variance

-----------------------------------------------------F
Source of variation
df
MS
p
-----------------------------------------------------Gender Identity
Within Groups
Element Type
Interaction
Error

3
46
2
6
92

69.68
20.67
26.21
4.02
3.26

3.38

<.05

8.03
1.23

<.01
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with little difference between them.

There is no main

effect for element type, nor any interaction.
For the RE on supplied constructs <Table 6), there
is a main effect for gender identity <F=3.38; df=3,46;
p<.05) as well as a significant <F=B.03; df=2,92 p<.01)
main effect for element type.

Androgynous subjects

rate most extremely, with feminine subjects next in
line, masculine subjects following and undifferentiated
subjects rating least extremely.

People were rated

more extremely than the other elements on the supplied
constructs.

Again there is no significant interaction.

The lack of an interaction between the gender-role
and element type is not consistent with Hypothesis (2).
In fact, the results show that feminine subjects tend
to rate more extremely than masculine subjects across
element types both when using elicited and when using
supplied constructs.

In light of these results,

t-tests were performed to test for gender differences
in the RE data for each element type separately.

No

significant differences could be found between males
and females in RE using elicited or supplied
constructs.
and 9.

These results are reported in Tables 7,8
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Table 7

COMPARISON OF RATING EXTREMITY FOR MALES AND FEMALES
WHEN RATING PEOPLE
Using Elicited Constructs
Mean responses (Standard deviation>
15.968 <2.806)
15.420 <2.786)

Females
Males

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples

-------------------------------------------------------

t Ratio

(df=50)

0.693

Using Supplied Constructs
Mean responses (Standard deviation)
Females
Males

15.256 (3.094)
13.980 (2.483)

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples

-------------------------------------------------------

t Ratio

(df=48)

1.608

ON
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Tabla 8

COMPARISON OF RATING EXTREMITY FOR MALES AND FEMALES
WHEN RATING CITIES

Using Elicited Constructs
Mean responses (Standard deviation)
15.896 (3.135)
14.912 (2.108)

Females
Males

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples

-------------------------------------------------------

t Ratio

(df=44)

1.302

Using Supplied Constructs
Mean responses <Standard deviation)
Females
Males

13.676 (3.689)
12.352 (1.586)

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples

-------------------------------------------------------

t Ratio

<df=33)

1.649
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Tabla 9

COMPARISON OF RATING EXTREMITY FOR MALES AND FEMALES
WHEN RATING CARS

Using Elicited Constructs
Mean responses <Standard deviation)
15.968 (3.654)
15.724 (1.969)

Females
Males

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples

------------------------------------------------------t Ratio

(df=38)

0.294

Using Supplied Constructs
Mean responses <Standard deviation)
13.436 (3.659)
12.868 (3.212)

Females
Males

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples

-------------------------------------------------------

t Ratio

Cdf=49)

0.583
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As with gender, the data were examined more
closely for gender-identity differences by performing

ANOVAs on the RE data for each element type separately.
These results are reported in Tables 10, 11 and 12.
For the people grid, there was a significant difference
<F=2.69; df=3,46 p<.05) between the gender identity
classifications in the RE for elicited constructs.

The

order in descending RE is: feminine, androgynous,
masculine and undifferentiated subjects.

A Scheffe�s

test for multiple comparisons was performed.

None of

the four groups were found to be significantly
different from any other.

This finding is inconsistent

with corollary (a) which states that feminine subjects
will tend to make more extreme judgements than
masculine subjects when rating people, an element
consistent with the feminine gender-role.

The

differences between gender-identity classifications
were similar for supplied constructs but did not quite

reach significance.
For the data from the city grid (Table 11), there
is a significant difference <F=3.01; df=3,46 p<.05) in
the RE for elicited constructs.

Feminine subjects rate

most extremely, followed by masculine, andrgynous and
undifferentiated subjects.

Again, a Scheffe�s test for

multiple comparisons was performed but no significant
differences were found between any two groups.

Cities
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were included as elements as a control since there was
no reason to suspect that either gender-role involves
greater interest or familiarity with cities.

The

failure to find any difference between the RE of
masculine and feminine subjects when rating cities is
consistant with that assumption.

Again, the results

for supplied constructs did not reach significance.
No significant differences could be found between
the gender-identity classifications in the RE using
either elicited or supplied constructs to rate
automobiles <Table 12).

Therefore, corollary (b) which

predicts that masculine subjects will make more extreme
judgements of elements which are consistant with the
male gender-role is not supported.

Furthermore,

Hypothesis (2) as a whole is not supported by the data.
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T.abla 10

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF RATING EXTREMITY WHEN RATING
PEOPLE WITH SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Using Elicited Constructs
Mean responses
Androgynous
Femini'ne
Masculine
Undifferentiated

16.345
16.836
15.386
13.982

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

3

18.832
7.013

2.685

<.05
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Using Supplied Constructs
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

15.4
15.7
14.257
12.918

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

46

3

18.908
7.421

2.548

0.067
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Table 11
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF RATING EXTREMITY WHEN RATING
CITIES WITH SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Using Elicited Constructs
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

15.264
16.443
15.950
13.527

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

...,,.
...:.,

19.414
6.443

3.013

<.05
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Using Supplied Constructs
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

14.345
13.757
12.279
11.673

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

3
46

18.198
7.701

2.363

0.083
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Tabla 12

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF RATING EXTREMITY WHEN RATING
CARS WITH SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Using Elicited Constructs
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

15.909
16.971
15.464
14.836

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

3
46

10.343
8.331

1. 242

NS

Using Supplied Constructs
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

14.891
13.157
13.1
11. 473

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

3
46

21.440
11.058

1.939

NS

ON

CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
Much of the literature on rating extremity argues
or assumes that average RE reflects the meaningfulness
of the task to the subject.

Hypothesis <1> and its

corollaries state that correlations should exist
between measures of meaningfulness and RE.
Unfortunately, the results regarding Hypothesis Cl) are
equivocal.

There is strong evidence for corollary <a>

which states that subjects rate elements more extremely
when using their own constructs as opposed to supplied
constructs.

In the data from each of the three element

types, subjects made more extreme ratings when using
their own constructs.
This finding is not suprising as it is a
replication of studies done by Cromwell and Caldwell
(1962) and Landfield (1965, 1967).

Given Kelly�s

concept of personal constructs, one would expect
subjects to find the task of rating elements on
elicited constructs more meaningful than when using
supplied constructs.
For example, when reading automotive magazines one
often finds articles about new car models.

These

articles often provide evaluations (frequently in the
form of numerical ratings) on such things as engine
performance, handling and stopping distance.
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Rarely
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are such things as colour mentioned.

Colour is a

feature which is of little consequence to the people
who write such articles (and presumably to those who
read them).

No doubt such an individual would find it

awkward to rate new cars on "colour" and, as he or she
perceives little diference between the colours, and
would tend to use the middle of the scale to a greater
degree.

Yet there are many

11

less sophisticated 11 new

car buyers for whom colour is an important feature.
Using the ends of a numerical scale provides the
sub 3 ect with the opportunity to make finer distinctions
between elements on a particular construct.

Such a

construct is likely to be of importance to the subject
precisely because it does make distinctions between
elements on some important dimension.

Adams-Webber and

Benjafield (1974) have shown that subjects make more
extreme ratings when using constructs which they had
selected as being useful for describing people.
Corollary (b) predicts a positive correlation
between RE and integration of constructs.

This

relationship was found in only two of the three grids.
When rating people and when rating cities, RE varies
with the extent to which constructs are integrated.
This is true for both elicited and supplied constructs.
A construct is said to be meaningful if it has many
implications <Adams-Webber & Mire,

1976; Kelly, 1955;
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Lemon & Warren,

1974).

Integration is a measure of the

degree of inter-relatedness of the constructs in a
grid, or the number of implications of the constructs.
Thus, if a grid is highly integrated, then the
constructs are likely to be meaningful to the subject
and the ratings will be more extreme.
As one�s knowledge or familiarity with the
elements increases, one�s constructs which apply to
those elements tend to become more integrated
(Adams-Webber & Mire,

1976).

In order to handle finer

distinctions, the construct system must become highly
structured or integrated.

As the system becomes more

integrated the constructs become more ridgidly defined.
Subjects with highly integrated constructs attend to
and respond in terms of similarities between elements
while those with less integrated constructs attend to
the differences (Bieri,
Leventhal & Singer,

1955; Leventhal, 1957;

1964).

Locating an element in the

construct system based on similarities may be thought
of as pigeon-holing the elements.

By pigeon-holing the

subject ignores differences within a group of elements,
which may create a tendency towards d1chotic or extreme
responses.
However, this relationship between integration and
RE was nut found in the grid which uses cars as
elements.

The reader may also note that subjects tend
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to show less integration when rating cars as opposed to
people and cities (Appendix E).

This may have to ao

with the nature of the elicited constructs in the car
grid.

Many of the subjects provided very concrete

constructs such as "Has a stereo/No stereo" and
"Foreign/Domestic 11

•

These constructs are likely to be

totally unrealated for many people.
require no guess work.

Furthermore,

they

With a construct such as

Fair/Unfair the subject must estimate where the element
falls on a continuum.

This rating is likely to be

influenced by other judgements made on the element.
With a more concrete construct, the rating is more
independant of other �udgements.

Thus, RE when rating

cars may be less of an indication of the number of
implications of the construct, and more of an
indication of the concreteness of the construct and the
11

sut-enes:; 11 af the t-ating (Hetherington,

1988).

Corollary (c) predicts a correlation between the
SAD scale and RE for the people grid; between the
interest and familiarity 1n cities scales and RE for
the cities grid; and between the interest and
familiarity in automob1les scales and RE in the car
grid.

These correlations were not found.

The theory

was that if a subject finds a particular class at
elements interesting and has a lot of contact with the

60
elements, he or she will find the tas� of �ating the
elements very meaningful.
There are two readily apparent explanations for
the failure to find this relationship.
hypothesis is incorrect.

First, the

Second, the scales do not

accurately reflect interest in the elements.

Of

course, one can never accept the null hypothesis and
therefore speculation on the causes of failing to find
a correlation is logically futile.

This issue will be

returned to after a discussion of the results
concerning corollary (d).
It was expected that subjects who see themselves
as being different from others (as reflected in the
self-differentiation score) ought to make more extreme
judgements of other people than subjects who are less
self-di�ferentiated.

This, in fact,

is corollary (d).

Corollary (d) was based on the assumption that an
individual who is highly self-differentiated is eager
to make distinctions between the self and others.

Such

an individual finds the task of rating people more
meaningful than a subject who sees little
differentiation between the self and others.

Thus, he

or she can be expected to use more extreme ratings when
rating others.

The results presented here show a

positive correlation between RE using supplied
constructs and self-differentiation, thus confirming
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corollary (d) and adding support to the hypothesis that

RE reflects meaningfulness.
However, the correlation between RE using elicited
constructs and self-differentiation did not reach
significance.

In research of this nature, it is a good

idea to use elicited constructs because they are more
meaningful ta the subjects.

Using elicited constructs

more accurately represents the subjects� personal
construct system.

However, a major problem with this

approach is the fact that one can no longer control for
the constructs being used.

This is why both elicited

and supplied constructs are used here.
Since the null hypothesis can not be accepted,
there is little point in speculating on the differences
between elicited and supplied constructs that may have
lead to differing results.

One might suspect that the

greater variety of elicited constructs and the way in
which they are applied may have limited the
relationship between self-differentiation and RE using
elicited constructs.

On the other hand, people who see

themselves as being different from others may be
defensive about the constructs of others (supplied
constructs� and how they are applied to oneself.
�herefore they may be more sensitive to supplied
constructs.

For less self-differentiated people, the

constructs of others may be less important.
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N
Overall, there is considerable support for
hypothesis (1) in the data presented here.
evidence to support corollaries (a) ,

(b) and

There is
< d) •

However, the data fails to find support for corollary
( C) •

One notable aspect of corollary (c) is that it

compares RE �rom the grid to measures which are taken
from independent scales while the others involve
measures ta�en from the grid itself.

It is possible

that the "meani ngf Lil ness" of applying the constr-ucts to
the elements is specific to the reper-tory gr-id task
itself.
When rating an element on a construct, the subject
must judge the extent to which the construct (or- one of
its poles) applies to the element.

This will determine

the extent to which the subject uses the end of the
pole (the rating extr-ernity).

The average RE of a

construct across a class of elements is said to r-eveal
the usefulness or meaningfulness of that constr-uct for
rating those elements.

Similarly, the average RE for

and element is said to reveal the relative importance
of the element to the subject.

However, just as the

meaningfulness of a constr-uct is restricted to its
application ta a particular class of elements, the
impor-tance of an element may be relative to the other
elements in the grid and specific to the constr-ucts in
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that grid.

The importance of an element or class of

elements may not generalize to other tasks.
Therefore, there is support for the hypothesis
that RE covaries with the extent to which subjects find
the task of rating the elements on the constructs
meaningful.

However, meaningfulness must be understood

to be relative to the other constructs and elements in
a grid.
Hypothesis (2. predicts an interaction between
gender-identity and element type will occur in the RE
data.

Females were expected to rate people more

extremely than do males, but the effect was expected to
be reversed for the RE data from the car grid.

The

ANOVAs performed on the RE for elicited and supplied
constructs showed no such interaction.
For both the elicited and supplied constructs,
there was a significant main effect for genderidentity.

Overall feminine subJects tended to rate

more e�tremely than �as�uline subjects, regardless of
the element type but the differences between these two
groups is minimal.

Looking at the means for each

group, it appears that the cause of the significant
finding is the difference between the undifferentiated
subjects and the other three groups.

This effect was

also found in the case of supplied constructs.
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The ANOVAs in which subjects were grouped by gender
as opposed to gender-identity showed no main effect for
gender.

The difference between these findings is

easily explained by the fact that the undifferentiated
and andrgynous subjects are separated out from the
feminine and masculine groups.
Also of interest is the main effect for element
type in the RE using supplied constructs.

The mean RE

is higher for people than it is for cities or cars.
This effect is found regardless of whether the subjects
are classified by gender or gender-identity.

The

effect is not found for elicited constructs.

No doubt,

the cause of this effect is the choice of supplied
constructs.

The same set of constructs were supplied

to the subjects for each element type (see Chapter II>.
These constructs were selected from those used by
Warr and Coffman (1970) in a study in which they
compared supplied and elicited constructs across a
variety of tasks, all of which involved rating people.
As they are semantic differential constructs, it was
hoped that they would apply to some extent to all
elements.

While the subjects were able to rate cities

and cars on the supplied constructs, many commented on
the awkwardness of the constructs for this applicatio�.
Clearly this lack of meaningfulness of the constructs
was reflected in the rating extremities.
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Due to the lack of an interaction between
gender-identity and element type in the RE data, the
corollaries of hypothesis (2) must be tested
individually.

Corollary Ca) states that feminine

subjects will rate people more extremely than will
masculine subjects.

The results of a one way ANOVA on

the RE data for elicited constructs when rating people
shows a significant difference between the genderidentity classifications.

Feminine subjects rate

people more extremely than do masculine subjects, but
when the difference between these two groups is tested
with a Scheffe�s post hoe analysis, it is not
significant.

Thus corollary (a) is not confirmed.

The same statistical test performed on the RE data
for elicited constructs when rating cities shows the
same result.

The results from the RE data when rating

cars did not reach significance.

This is largely

because the undifferentiated subjects, while rating
less much extremely than the other groups when rating
people and cars were not so different from the other
groups when rating cars.
The data for supplied constructs showed similar
results as the data for elicited constructs although
the differences between gender-identity classifications
did not quite reach significance.

This failure to

reach significance may be due to the supplied
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constructs being equally awkward for all subjects.

The

use of supplied constructs as opposed to elicited
constructs tends to limit the range of responses and
reduce the number of significant findings <Warr &
Coffman,

1970).

Therefore, niether corollary (a) which predicts
higher RE for feminine than masculine subjects when
rating people nor corollary (b) which predicts that
masculine subjects will rate cars more extremely than
feminine subjects is confirmed.

Thus, hypothesis (2)

fails to account for the findings of this study.

The

results present the unexpected finding that feminine
subjects tend to rate more extremely than masculine
subjects across element types.

Also, undifferentiated

subjects tend to rate less extremely than the other
classifications across elements.

These results require

further investigation.
A_Closer_Look_at_Gender-Identit�_Differences
One possible problem with the test of hypothesis
(2) is whether the choice of elements was appropriate.
Perhaps cars are of equal importance to feminine
subjects as they are to masculine subjects.

Perhaps

cities are of greater interest to feminine than
masculine subjects.

One way to test this would be to

examine the Social Avoidance and Distress <SAD> scale
and the Familiarity/Interest in Cities and Cars scales
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for gender and gender-identity differences.

The data

are presented in Appendix E.
There are no gender nor gender-identity
differences in the SAD scale.

This is interseting

because the creators of the scale <Watson & Friend,
1969) found that males show greater social avoidance
and distress.

It is also interesting because there

were differences found between masculine and feminine

subjects in the RE data when people are rated.
However� the data from the BSRI can be examined in
a different way.

Bern (1977> maintains that masculinity

and femininity are not opposite poles of a continuum
but are separate demensions.

Therefore, she suggests

that using the Masculine CM) and Feminine CF> subscales
of the BSRI separately may be useful.

There was no

significant correlation between M and the SAD scale but
there was a correlation (r = 0.418, p<.01) between the F
scale and the SAD scale (Appendix F>.

The correlation

is not very large but does suggest some relationship
between femininity and social affiliation <recall that
the SAD scale was scored with a reverse scoring key so
that a high scare indicates a lack of social avoidance
and distress>.
There were two scales to measure familiarity and
interest in cities.

Neither of these scales showed any

differences in gender or gender-identity <Appendix E>.
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No differences were anticipated as cities were expected
to be of equal interest to both genders.

Similarly, no

correlations between the M or F scales and the interest
in cities scales reached significance <Appendix F).
There were also two scales to measure interest and
familiarity in cars.

Both these scales showed

significantly greater interest in cars for males over
females and for masculine over feminine subjects.
These scales also correlated positively with
masculinity and negatively with femininity <Appendix
F>.

These results were also in line with expectations.

Therefore, the choice of elements can not be blamed for
the failure to find an interaction between genderidentity and element type in the RE data.

However, as

was discussed earlier, RE may only reflect an element�s
importance to the subject relative to the other
elements in a grid.

Comparing RE across grids with

different elements may be like comparing apples and
oranges.
It may be wise at this point to take a look at
gender and gender-identity differences in the other
grid variables.
Appendix E.

This information is also presented in

The data for the integration of constructs

scores show little difference between androgynous,
feminine and masculine subjects, but undifferentiated
subjects have significantly lower integration of
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constructs.

It has already been demonstrated that

integration is related to RE and that undifferentiated
subjects consistantly rated less extremely than the
other groups on all element types.

This raises the

question: What is the relationship between being
undifferentiated (on the BSRI>, low RE scores and low
integration.

This question will be delt with later.

The one truly surprising finding is that female
subjects show more self-differentiation than male
subjects (Appendix E>.

While the mean for feminine

subjects is greater than the mean for masculine
subjects, the difference is not significant.

Yet here

is a correlation between femininity and selfdifferentiation (Appendix F>.

This is surprising

because the literature on this topic reveals findings
that males are the more self-differentiated of the two
genders <Balz, 1986; Carlson, 1971).
The findings of this study are not consistent with
the theory that feminine identity is communal, and
centers on union and relation while masculine identity
is agentic and involves competition and separation.
The subjects for each study were taken from a
university population and there is no reason to suspect
that the populations are different.

However, both

previous studies used elicited constructs and therefore
self-differentiation reflects the extent to which the
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subject perceives himself or herself to be different

from others on those constructs.

The present study

uses both elicited and supplied constructs.

The

addition of supplied constructs may affect the
self-differentiation score.
Nonetheless, the finding that females are more
self-defferentiated throws into question previous
findings that males are more self-differentiated.
Certainly the finding is not compatible with the
current findings about gender-identity.
A_Closer_Look_at_Rating_Extremit�
The results presented here suggest that RE is
related to meaningfulness of the constructs but there
is no evidence that this relationship extends across
grids.

In fact, despite the evidence that the

different types of elements are of unequal interest and
familiarity to the different gender-identity
classifications, there is remarkable consistency in the
mean RE for each group across element types.

The

undifferentiated subjects are particularly curious in
that they always rate the least extremely of the four
gender-identity groups.
Earlier, the suggestion was made that RE can be
understood in three possible ways.

First, it may be a

simple response bias which generalizes to different
rating tasks.

Second, it may be a response bias which
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can tell us something about the respondant.

Third, it

may be an indication of the respondent's construing
processes regarding the elements being rated.

This

study provides evidence for the third interpretation.
RE seems to reveal how meaningful the task of applying
a construct to an element is relative to the other
constructs and elements in the grid.

However, this

does not account for the consistency of the RE data
across element types.
The correlations between RE using elicited and
supplied constructs for each grid indicate that the RE
scores generalize from elicited to supplied constructs.
The reliability is highest when rating people due to
the ease of applying the supplied constructs to people
and the relative difficulty of applying them to cities
and cars.

In order to test the reliability of RE

across the different rating tasks, the RE data from
each grid were correlated.
presented in Appendix G.

This information is
The correlations show a

considerable reliability in the RE data.

Even across

element types, the RE remains consistent.
The reliability of RE data can be tested even
further by examining how extremely subjects judged
themselves on the seven-point Likert scale format used
in the BSRI.

The correlations between average RE (the

distance from the midpoint of the scale) on the BSRI
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and RE in the grids are given in Table 2.

In each case

RE from the BSRI correlates significantly with RE using
both elicited and supplied constructs from the grids.
Therefore, not only is RE consistent across element
types but it also generalizes to other rating tasks.
These findings are consistent with much of the
literature on RE.

While some researchers have failed

to find significant relationships between RE on
different tasks, there are those who claim that RE is a
response bias that manifests itself across rating tasks
<Arthur, 1966; Berg, 1953; Warr & Coffman, 1970; and
Zuckerman et al.,

1958).

The general consensus, with

the exception of Arthur (1966), seems to be that RE
does not generalize well to scales with different
content.

The results presented here suggest that RE is

considerably more reliable than originally thought.
Given the finding that RE on the BSRI correlates
with RE in the grids and the finding that there is some
consistancy in the mean RE scores for the four gender
identity groups, one might suspect that a subject's
placement in one of those four groups may be due in
part to the extent to which he or she makes extreme
judgements.
The masculinity and femininity scores on the BSRI
are calculated by simply adding up the responses on the
appropriately keyed items.

RE is calculated as the
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distance from the midpoint of the scale.

It is not

readily apparent how RE could influence the M and F
scores because one might expect that extreme responses
on either side of the midpoint would cancel each other
out and not affect the mean.
However, the items used in the BSRI are really
unipolar constructs.

In this case, extreme responding

may be understood to be the extent to which the subject
endorses an item.

Subjects who are prone to extreme

responding would be likely to endorse (pick a high
number on the scale) and reject (pick a low number on
the scale) all items to a greater extent than other
subjects; but because the items are unipolar, more of
the extreme responses would fall on the high side of
the midpoint of the BSRI items than on the low side,
increasing the subject�s score on the subscales.
If so, we might expect to find that feminine,
masculine and androgynous subjects will demonstrate
high RE in the BSRI and undifferentiated subjects, who
endorsed the BSRI items to a lesser extent, will show
lower RE scores.

An analysis of the RE scores for the

gender-identity groups <Appendix E> confirms this
prediction.

There is a significant difference between

the groups, with undifferentiated subjects� scores
being much lower than the rest.

The difference between
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males and females and between masculine and feminine
subjects was not significant.
This theory also explains the findings that
undifferentiated subjects tend to rate less extremely
on all element types while androgynous, feminine and
masculine subjects rate more extremely.
Liberman and Gaa (1980) have tested the hypothesis
that subjects� tendency to give high or low responses
may influence the placement of subjects into
gender-identity catagories on the BSRI.

They found

significant differences between the gender-identity
groups in the social desirability scale.

The social

desirability scale is a subscale included in the BSRI
which is designed to be gender neutral and used to test
for the influence of subject�s tendency to respond in
ways that are socially desirable on the M and F scores.
Liberman and Gaa found that androgynous subjects scored
highest on the subscale, followed by feminine,
masculine, and undifferentiated subjects.

They

interpret these results as evidence that response
extremity influences gender-role placement.
Bem (1974) failed to find a relationship between
androgyny as measured by the BSRI and social
desirability.

However, she was using an androgyny

score which was calculated as the Student�s t ratio for
the difference between the subject�s masculine and
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feminine scores.

This method of scoring androgyny

would not be sensitive to RE response biases.

Liberman and Gaa (1980) also found significant
correlations between the social desirability scale and
the femininity scale, and between the social
desirability scale and the masculinity scale.

In order

to replicate this finding with the subject population
used in this study, a similar analysis was performed.
A correlation of r =0.329 Cp<.05) was found between
social desirability and femininity but the correlation
between social desirability and masculinity was not
significant.
Conclusions
The significant findings regarding Hypothesis (1)
indicate that average RE reflects the meaningfulness of
the task of rating the elements on the constructs
relative to the elements and constructs within the
grid.

There was also a significant difference in RE

when using supplied constructs between the three
element types.

This finding further supports

Hypothesis Cl) because it indicates that the supplied
constructs were not equally applicable to each element
type.
However, RE was not found to be related to scales
which are independent of the grid itself.
score on a scale which measures interest or familiarity

with an element does not predict the subject�s RE when
rating that element.

Furthermore, despite the evidence

that there are differences in the average degree of
interest that masculine and feminine subjects show in
the elements, these differences are not reflected in
the RE data.
One possible reason for the failure to find these
differences is that one can not compare RE differences
between different types of elements.

There is support

in the literature and in the data from this study that
RE reflects the meaningfulness of constructs relative
to other constructs used in rating a group of elements.
Also, there is support in the literature for the idea
that RE reflects the importance of an element relative
to other elements in the same class.

There is also

evidence in this study that RE reflects the usefulness
of constructs for rating different types of elements.
However this study fails to find support for the
hypothesis that RE will reflect the relative importance
of a particular group of elements to the subject.
The problem seems to lie in the strength of the RE
response bias.

RE has been shown to be very reliable

not only across grids using different types of elements
but also across different kinds of rating tasks.

The

correlations between RE for different types of elements
account for between 27% and 57% of the variance in the
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RE scores.

If there were in fact differences between

the RE for elements of differing importance to a
subject, it is likely that they would be drowned out by
the RE response bias.

It is as if there were some

mechanism which resets the average RE to some norm for
each subject as he or sh� undertakes a new rating task.
In order to more adequately test the second
hypothesis of this study, some method of comparing RE
across different types of elements would have to be
devised.

Unfortunately, such a comparison may be

impossible because the elements of one class of
elements are beyond the range of convienience of the
constructs which apply to another class of elements.
Clearly, this response bias has serious
implications for the use of any scale which employs a
Likert scale response format.
Bern Sex Role Inventory.

One such scale is the

The data indicate that the

test of Hypothesis (2) was further comfounded by the
influence of the RE response bias on the placement of
subjects into gender-identity classifications.

As a

result, there was considerable consistency in the

ranking of these groups based on RE regardless of what
it was they were rating.

This must be considered a

serious flaw in the BSRI which is only magnified when
the BSRI is used in research which examines the
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responses of different gender-roles on other scales
using Likert scale formats.
It is impossible to speculate, based on the data
from this study, whether the tendency to make extreme
judgements indicates something about the subject�s
cognitive functioning beyond the application of a set
of constructs to a set of elements.

On the other hand,

given the prevalence of Likert type rating scales in
use, it appears to be a response bias which is commonly
overlooked.

If research into gender-identity is to

prove fruitful, scales which are not subject to the RE
response bias must be developed and used.
Finally, the prevalent theories regarding
masculine and feminine identity are questioned by the
finding that females tend to be more selfdifferentiated than males.

It is unclear whether the

use of supplied constructs influenced this result as
previous research using elicited constructs found
opposite results.
Regardless, further study in the area of gender-

identity is essential.

The literature is abundant with

distinctions and dichotomies to represent masculine and
feminine social functioning and identity, but very
little hard research is done in this area.

It seems

that this type of research has gone out of vogue in the
This may be due in part to a history of
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misinterpretation of research findings in gender
differences which has made such research somewhat
taboo.

Caution must always be exercised when treading

on such sensitive ground.

ON

80

APPENDJ:X
BEM

SEX

ROLE

A

J:NVENTORV

81

DESCRXBE

YOURSELF

On the following page, you will be shown a large
number of personality characteristics. We would like
you to use those characteristics in order to describe
yourself. That is, we would like you to indicate, on a
scale from 1 to 7 , how true of you these various
characteristics are. Please do not leave any
characteristic unmarked.
EXAMPLE:
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark
Mark

a
a
a
a
a
a
a

1

2
3
4
5
6
7

Sly
if you are

if
if
if
if
if
if

you
you
you
you
you
you

are
are
are
are
are
are

NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER sly.
USUALLY NOT sly.
SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY sly.
OCCASIONALLY sly.
OFTEN sly.
USUALLY sly.
ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS sly.

Thus, if you feel you are sometimes but
infrequently "sly", never or almost never "malicious",
always or almost always "irresponsible", and often
"carefree", then you would rate these characteristics
as follows:
1.. 2.<3>. 4..5••6•• 7
SLY:
<1>.2•• 3•• 4• • 5••6 • •7
MALICIOUS:
1.. 2•• 3•• 4 .• 5 •• 6.<7>
IRRESPONSIBLE:
1 •• 2•• 3•• 4.<5>.6••7
CAREFREE:
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DESCRIBE YOURSELF

1 ••••..•• 2•••••••• 3........ 4........ 5....... . 6........ 7

NEVER

OR
ALMOST
NEVER

OCCASIONALLY

ALWAYS
OR

ALMOST
ALWAYS

PLEASE CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE NUMBERS
Self reliant:
Yielding:
Helpful:
Defends own beliefs:
Cheerful:
Moody:
Independent:
Shy:
Conscientious:
Athletic:
Affectionate:
Theatrical:
Assertive:
Flatterable:
Happy:
Strong personality:
Loyal:
Unpredictable:
Forceful:
Feminine:
Reliable:
Analytical:
Sympathetic:
Jealous:
Has leadership abilities:
Sensitive to the needs of others:
Truthful:
Willing to take risks:
Understanding:
Secretive:
Make decisions easily:
Compassionate:
Sincere:
Self-sufficient:
Eager to sooth hurt feelings:
Conceited:
Dominant:
Soft-spoken:
Likable:
Masculine:
Warm:
Solemn:

1 ..2•. 3.�4 .. 5.• 6.• 7
1..2.• 3•.4•• 5.. 6.. 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1 .. 2.. 3 •. 4•• 5 •. 6.• 7

1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1..2•• 3•.4•. 5.. 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1..2•. 3..4.. 5.. 6.• 7
1 ••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1..2.. 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1..2.. 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1..2.. 3..4.. 5.. 6.. 7
1 ••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1..2.• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1..2.. 3..4•. 5•• 6•• 7
1..2•• 3.•4•• 5•. 6.. 7
1..2.. 3..4.. 5•• 6.• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1..2.• 3..4•. 5.• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1 ••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3••4•• 5•• 6•• 7
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1 .. • ..• .• 2... . .... 3........ 4..• • • ... 5.• • ... . . 6• ....... 7
NEVER
OCCASIONALLY
ALWAYS
OR
OR
ALMOST
ALMOST
NEVER
ALWAYS

Willing to take a stand:
Tender:
Friendly:
Aggressive:
Gullible:
Inefficient:
Acts as a leader:
Childlike:
Adaptable:
Individualistic:
Does not use harsh language:
Unsystematic:
Competitive:
Loves children:
Tactful:
Ambitious
Gentle:
Conventional:

1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5 •• 6•• 7
1..2•. 3•• 4•. 5•. 6.• 7
1..2•. 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3 • • 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1 ••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1..2 •. 3.. 4•. 5.. 6.. 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5• • 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5 •• 6•• 7
1..2.• 3.. 4.. 5.. 6•. 7
1••2•• 3•• 4•• 5•• 6•• 7

SCORING KEY
MASCULINE KEYED ITEMS:
Self reliant
Defends own beliefs
Independent
Athletic
Assertive
Strong personality
Forceful
Analytical
Has leadership abilities
Willing to take risks
Make decisions easily
Self-sufficient
Dominant
Masculine
Willing to take a stand
Aggressive
Acts as a leader
Individualistic
Competitive
Ambitious

FEMININE KEYED ITEMS:
Yielding
Cheerful
Shy
Affectionate
Flatterable
Loyal
Feminine
Sympathetic
Sensitive to the needs
of others
Understanding
Compassionate
Eager to sooth hurt
feelings
Soft-spoken
Warm
Tender
Gullible
Childlike
Does not use harsh
language
Loves children
Gentle
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Please answer the ,following true or false
questions regarding your thoughts and feelings towards
social situations.
Circle T for TRUE or F for FALSE.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

I feel relaxed even in unfamiliar social
situations.
F
T
I try to avoid situations which force me to be
very sociable.
T
F
It is easy for me to relax when I am with
strangers.
T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

I have no particular desire to avoid people.
F
T
I often find social occasions upsetting.
F
T
I usually feel calm and comfortable at social
occasions.
T
F
I am usually at ease when talking to someone of
the opposite sex.
T
F
I try to avoid talking to people unless I know
them well.
T
F
If the chance comes to meet new people, I often
take it.
T
F
I often feel nervous or tense in casual
get-togethers in which both sexes are present.
I am usually nervous with people unless I know
them well.
T
F
I usually feel relaxed when I am with a group of
people.
I often want to get away from people.
T
F
I usually feel uncomfortable when I am in a group
of people I don't know.
I usually feel relaxed when I meet someone for the
first time.
Being introduced to people makes me tense and
nervous.
F
T
Even though a room is full of strangers� I may
enter it anyway.

86
18.

I would avoid walking up and Joining a large group
of people.

19.

When my superiors want to talk with me,
willingly.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

I talk

I often feel on edge when I am with a group of
people.
I tend to withdraw from people.

I don�t mind talking to people at parties or
social gatherings.
I am seldom at ease in a large group of people.

I often think up excuses in order to avoid social
engagements.
I sometimes take the responsibility for
introducing people to each other.
I try to avoid formal social situations.

I usually go to whatever social engagements I
have.
I find it easy to relax with other people.

SCORING KEY
TRUE KEYED ITEMS:

1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 12, 15, 17, 19,
22, 25, 27, 28

FALSE KEYED ITEMS: 2, 5, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 18, 20,
21, 23, 24, 26
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Please answer the following true or false
questions regarding your thoughts and feelings towards
cities.
Circle T for TRUE or F for FALSE.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
ij.

I enjoy travelling.

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

T

F

Other than the number of people living there, all
cities are pretty much alike.
I have often thought about what it would be like
to live elsewhere.
When choosing which university to attend, the
cities they were in was not a factor.
If I had a chance to move anywhere I wanted,
already have an idea where I would go.

I

I don�t c2re where I live as long as I am close to
the people who are important to me.
I have lived in more than 2 cities in my lifetime.
I do not like visiting new cities.

9.

I would not take a jOb or jOb promotion if it
meant moving to a city I did not like.

10.

Living in a small city is not that different from
living in a big one.

Overall,
someone who:
1
2
4
5
6
7

I feel I know as much abo�t cities as
(Please circle one number only)

Has never been outside his/her hometuwn.
Has visited other towns but always lived in the
same place.
Has lived in a few different places.
Has lived in a few cities and occasionaly visits
others in the area.
Has lived in a few different cities and often
travels outside the area.
Has lived and worked in many cities and travels a
lot.
Has lived in ather countries and travels a lot.

SCORING KEY
Odd numbered items are keyed TRUE while even numbered
items are keyed FALSE.
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Please answer the following true or false
questions regarding your thoughts and feelings towards
automobiles.
Circle T for TRUE or F for FALSE.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

I own a car.
T
F
I find it difficult to distinguish one brand of
automobile from another.
T
F
I often do minor repairs on cars myself.
T
F
Even if I had the money, I would probably not
spend much on a car.
T

F

I would feel confident buying a new or used car.
F
T
If I were to buy a new car, I would not be sure
what features to look for.
T
F
I enjoy reading car magazines.
T
F
I know very little about how a car works.
T
F
You can tell a lot about a car if you know the
manufacturer.
T
F
I find it boring when others talk about their
cars.
T
F

Overall, I feel I know as much about cars as
someone who:
<Please circle one number only)
1

4
5
6
7

Does not know how to pump gas at a self-serve
station.
Knows how to check the oil.
Knows how to do routine maintainence.
Understands how an engine works.
Can do minor repairs.
Has done major repairs.
Is a mechanic.

SCORING KEY
Odd numbered items are keyed TRUE while even numbered
items are keyed FALSE.
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SCORES FROM THE SOCIAL AVOIDANCE AND DISTRESS SCALE
WITH SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER
Mean responses <Standard deviation)

Females
Males

22.160 (6.492)
20.080 (6.191)

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples
t Ratio

(df=50)

1.159

SCORES FROM THE SOCIAL AVOIDANCE AND DISTRESS SCALE
WITH SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

23.455
22.357
20.143
18.455

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

46

57.632
39.400

1.463

NS
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FAMILIARITY/INTEREST IN CITIES SCALE #1 WITH SUBJECTS
GROUPED BY GENDER

Mean responses (Standard deviation)
Females
Males

7.360 (1.350)
8.000 (1.155)

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Sample�
t Ratio

-1.801

(df=49)

FAMILIARITY/INTEREST IN CITIES SCALE #1 WITH SUBJECTS
GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

7.545
7.571
7.929
7.636

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

Between Groups
Within Groups

46

MS

F

p

0.417

0.241

NS

1. 731
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FAMILIARITY/INTEREST IN CITIES SCALE #2 WITH SUBJECTS
GROUPED BY GENDER
Mean responses <Standard deviation)

Females
Males

3.920 (1.801)
4.600 (1.581)

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples
t Ratio

(df=49)

-1.419

FAMILIARITY/INTEREST IN CITIES SCALE #2 WITH SUBJECTS
GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses

Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

4.727
3.643
4.571
4.182

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

46

3

3.053
2.923

1.044

NS
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FAMILIARITY/INTEREST IN AUTOMOBILES SCALE #1 WITH
SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER
Mean responses (Standard deviation)

Females
Males

4.480 (1.982)
6.400 (2.677)

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples
t Ratio
* p<.01

(df=46)

-2.882

*

FAMILIARITY/INTEREST IN AUTOMOBILES SCALE #1 WITH
SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses

Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

5.273
4.000
6.786
c.- ..... ..., .....
...J. /,;.. I

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

46

18.533
5.581

3.321

<.05

Scheffe�s test for multiple comparisons
Significant differences between:
Feminine vs. Masculine
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FAMILIARITY/INTEREST IN AUTOMOBILES SCALE #2 WITH
SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER
Mean responses (Standard deviation)

Females
Males

2.200 (0.764)
4.160 ( 1. 724)

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples
t Ratio (df=34)
* p<.001

-5.196

*

FAMILIARITY/INTEREST IN AUTOMOBILES SCALE #2 WITH
SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

3.636
2.214
4.143
2.272

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

Between Groups
Within Groups

46

MS

F

p

10.194

4.561

<.01

Scheffe�s test for multiple comparisons
Significant differences between:
Feminine vs. Masculine
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INTEGRATION OF CONSTRUCTS WITH SUBJECTS GROUPED BY
GENDER
Mean responses

Female
Male
Mean

People

Cities

Cars

Mean

1045
1009
1027

1017
1101
1059

809
781
795

957
964

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

Gender
Within Groups
Element Type
Interaction
Error

1
48
I'"\

.£

"')
.L.
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MS
1748
274415
1040316
56860
134262

F

p

0.01
7.75
0.42

<.01

INTEGRATION OF CONSTRUCTS WITH SUBJECTS GROUPED BY
GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses

Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated
Mean

People

Cities

Cars

Mean

1234
1046
1112
687
1020

1195
985
1197
841
1055

804
792
829
745
793

1078

F

p

941
1046

758

Summary of the Analysis. of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

Gender Identity
Within Groups
Element Type
Interaction
Error

�
....,,

771594
239877
998544
149354
132303

46
2
6
92

-

r'\r'\

.J.k�

7.55
1.13

<.05
<.01
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SELF-DIFFERENTIATION WITH SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER
Mean responses <Standard deviation)
Females
Males

73.035 (17.806)
61.078 (11.482)

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples
t Ratio
* p<.01

(df=:42)

2.822

*

SELF-DIFFERENTIATION WITH SUBJECTS GROUPED BY
GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

61. 984
79.157
64.333
60.195

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

3
46

984.95
208.81

4.717

<.01

Scheffe�s test for multiple comparisons
Significant differences between:
Androgynous vs. Feminine
Feminine vs. Undifferentiated
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RATING EXTREMITY ON THE BEM SEX ROLE INVENTORY WITH
SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER
Mean responses (Standard deviation)
Females
Males

100.600 (24.755)
(22.135)
88.840

Summary of the t-Test for Independent Samples
t Ratio

(df=50)

1.771

RATING EXTREMITY ON THE BEM SEX ROLE INVENTORY WITH
SUBJECTS GROUPED BY GENDER-IDENTITY
Mean responses
Androgynous
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

98.636
109.071
95.500
71.545

Summary of the Analysis of Variance
Source of variation

df

MS

F

p

Between Groups
Within Groups

3

2989.46
417.994

7.152

<.001

46

Scheffe's test for multiple comparisons
Significant differnces between:
Androgynous vs. Undifferentiated
Feminine vs. Undifferentiated
Masculine vs. Undifferentiated
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CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MASCULINITY/FEMININITY AND

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Femininity
Self-Differentiation
SAD Scale

0.296
0.418

Familiarity/Interest
In Cities
Scale 1
Scale 2

0.143
0.008

Familiarity/Interest
In Cars
Scale 1
Scale 2

-0.488
-0.422

*
**
***

-··
p ·, .05
p -::: .01
p < .001

N = 50

*

**

Masculinity
-0.235
0.201

0.110
0.097

***
**

0.331
0.310

*
*
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RELIABILITY OF RATING EXTREMITY ACROSS RATING TASKS
Rating Extremity Using Elicited Constructs

Cities
People
Cities

0.515

***

Cars
0.443
0.531

**
***

Rating Extremity Using Supplied Constructs
Cities
People
Cities

*
**
***
N

p
p
p

= 50

0.755

<
<
.•

·-.

.05

.01
.001

***

Cars
0.605
0.695

***
***
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